Report of meeting of Camden Branch held at Marchmont Community 
Centre - Tuesday 14th. May 1991 - 6 to 8pm. 


Present - Howlett, Hardy, Laurie Franks(F. Lawrence), Bell, Lilly Lestor, 
J. D'Arcy, Olive Blomley, Kraus. 

1 Visitor - P. Lawrence. 


I arrived late at 6. 15pm when all the Camden members listed above 
were already present. On my way in the door slammed behind me which 
gave the impression of a dramatic entrance and in one sense the situation 
was dramatic. This closely knit group of long standing members was 
facing expulsion from the Party. 

After the loud bang of the door I entered the room to be greeted by 
Lilly Lestor saying, "Oh, my Christi" Clearly, I was unwelcome. 

D'Arcy said, "Not to worry, you get the odd social democrat]" . 

Hardy settled them down with a loud "Shhhh...." 

I had interrupted the moving of Kraus into the chair. 

The background of this meeting was that the previous Tuesday, May 7th, 
this branch, together with North Vest London Branch, had been suspended 
and charged under rule 33 by the Executive Committee as follows 

"That Camden and North Vest London Branches be suspended under 
rule 33 and charged with action detrimental to the interests 
of the Party in that they have persistently chosen to act 
undemocratically, and that the General Secretary be asked to 
prepare a draft of the EC's case against the two branches for 
presentation to Aniiual Delegate Meeting; that particulars of 
the charge be submitted to all branches and that the two 
branches be informed in writing of the charges together with 
a copy of rule 33: that the two branches also be informed in 
the same communication of their suspension from all party 
business except the matter in dispute: that individual 
members of Camden and North Vest London Branches be written to 
advising them of 'their option to dissociate themselves from the 
actions of the branches leading to the charge and their right 
to join any other branch or Central Branch without prejudice on 
so doing." 

This had followed the result of a party poll called by 6 branches 
under rule 26 as follows:- 

"Camden and North Vest London Branches be expelled from the 
Party, having persistently chosen to act undemocratically 
and detrimentally to the interests of the Farty." 

Carried by 176 votes in favour to 113 against. 

However, one week before the closing date of the poll, the EC 
announced that it would take a vote in favour to be an instruction from 
the Party to charge the two branches under rule 33. (It is said that 
this wasdone in response to a threat of legal action against the Party 
f rom a member of North Vest London Branch, on the grounds that 

an expulsion conducted under rule 26 was unconstitutional) Hence the 
charge brought by the EC under rule 33. 

Although the charge had not yet been officially communicated to 
Camden Branch, everyone present at the meeting was aware of it together 
with the fact that their membership was under suspension. 









/As Chairman, Kraus read the minutes of the previous meeting and it was 
ceresting to note that John Ames had been invited to be .chairman as 'a 
raternal visitor from the Socialist Party of Canada. 1 In fact, John Ames 
is a member of South Vest London Branch of the Socialist Party of Great 
Britain. The minutes recorded that although the party poll vas considered 

uai nte t te\.fes^ r %Ei h bTa'S b c!i r ?oC D , 0 piH e 5y r i 1 g C ni?l^ t'SL were 

charged and under suspension and heard a report from J. D'Arcy on future 
speaking arrangements in Hyde Park and a proposed series of indoor lectures/ 
propagand meetings. 


D'Arcy said that the branch had two SPGB platforms and the intention 

was to extend the morning meetings in Hyde Park into the afternoon. The 
branch could rely on a little group of 4 speakers who would make themselves 
available. He said that the recent series of indoor meetings had finished 
and in a vague reference to the fact that the branch was under suspension 
he said, "But we are thinking positively. There will be further indoor 
meetings." 


Lilly Lestor reminded the branch that Harry Young wished to do a 
meeting on Darwin. 

D’Arcy said, "It's about time Darwin was finally dead and buried." 

She replied, "Don't say that. You know how much he likes Darwin. 

She then said she would like to organise a visit to Downe House (Darwin s 
home.) 

Concerning the future arrangements between Camden and North West London, 
Laurie Franks asked, "Are we setting up a joint committee with North Vest . 
London Branch?" 


D’Arcy replied, "Yes. It will be a joint effort of the two branches. 
It will be as we were — May and I formed a committee." (In fact, of 
course, J. D'Arcy and Cyril May had organised the joint activities of the 
two branches as a single internal faction for years.) 

D'Arcy went on to say, "Ve should not consider ourselves a part of 
the Socialist Party." After some further remarks he made the cryptic 
comment, "I think we'll find that things will go a lot further than what 
the people in 52 Clapham High Street think. I think events will take 
over." 

At this point Hardy wished to bring forward his complaints about a 
meeting given for the Faction by Karl Pinel, apparently under the title, 
"The Maintainance of Capitalism Through Continuous Reforms." Hardy's 
criticisms included 3 points as follows 

1 Pinel failed to state that the worker's living standards had 

improved. Pinel had begun with references to Engels' "Condition 
of the Working Class - 1844" but had failed to mention that in 

the later edition, Engels said these conditions had greatly 

improved. 

2. Pinel had failed to acknowledge the role of trade unions in 
improving worker's living standards and had spoken as if the 
capitalists are in sole control of the capitalist system, which 
was not true. In fact, currently, the capitalists are compelled 
to give away significant parts of tfteir wealth (£100 billion per 
annum) in order to safeguard the rest of their wealth. Capitalism 
is not just run and controlled by capitalists. 

3 Pinel had said that the Socialist Party stood for the abolition of 
money but the use of money was only one feature of capitalism, as 
the army was one feature, in which case w T e could just as well say 
that the Party stands for the abolition of the army. Whilst it 
is perfectly true that in socialism money would be redundant, to 
say that we stand for the abolition,of money gives a utopian 
impression. that we stand for is the abolition of the capitalist 
system. 
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Hardy spoke at some length on the inadequacies of Pinel's talk, 
leaving no doubt in the minds of those present that the current 
standards of knowledge and argument in the party are low. This 
signalled a spate of attacks from other members of Camden on various 
branches and active party members. (l have noticed in the past that 
these ritualised attacks are a key part of the mechanisms by which this 
faction maintains its separate identity in opposition to the Party.) 

Laurie Franks came in to say that a lot of present members think 
that the old party (the old SPGB) had run its course, and were now taking 
the position of the old SDF (presumably the reformism of the old Social 
Democratic Federation. Is this the source of J. D'Arcy's description 
of some members as 'social democrats?') 

D'Arcy said, "Yes. The Party was supporting democratic movements, 
that is, supporting the natural development of capitalism." "The vast 
majority of this party would not have gained admission in another era - 
that is why I do not want to belong to it." "You are dealing with an 
illiterate body of people who don't like being put right." "I give them 
two years." "What we're seeing is not democracy but mob rule, so forget 
it." 

D'Arcy said he was unhappy about Pinel having spoken for the branch 

because Pinel's own branch had supported the poll to expel Camden and 
North West London. He had also read Pinel's articles in the Socialist 
Standard on the National Health Service complaining that the NHS was 
"short of resources for this and for that." He said Pinel's articles 
read like something from the Labour Party suggesting that if only the 
NHS were given more financial resources then it would all be OK. 

Laurie Franks said that a member had told him about s present 

argument that the Channel Tunnel would make all the difference to 
capitalism and that if the party did not change we would be le ft behin d. 
Franks then launched into a scath^^^^^ac^on what he called s 

letter. (In fact 's letter but one circulated 

round the party by . Surprisingly, no one in 

Camden corrected Franks on his mistake.) 

Laurie Franks commented on the "stupidity and depravity of this 
letter." He said it was "sickening" and "contained a lot of stupid 
nonsense about 'I forgive you'. It read like a Christian tract." 

The general tirade against the membership at large continued. It 
was mentioned by Lilly Lestor that at the special party meeting on the 
expulsion of the two branches, held on Conference Friday, Eva Goodman 
had threatened Camden with an injunction. This would be issued if, 
when suspended or expelled, Camden continued to hold meetings in the 
name of the Socialist Party of Great Britain. 

This threat from Eva Goodman was taken up by D'Arcy. "This woman 
is a member of the EC and she threatens members qbout calling ourselves 
the SPGB." "They need the help of the forces of law and order in order 
to quell the opposition." He explained that ultimately, such an 
injuction could only be enforced through a committal order to prison. 

"It is a sign of the depravity of the Party that they're saying these 
things." "They need to threaten the opposition with pridon in order to 
get their way." 

Referring to the EC, Hardy said, "Their two outstanding characteris¬ 
tics are their ignorance and incompetence." 

At this point the mood of the meeting began to change from one of 

disbelief, indignation and outrage to one of“laughter. But the jokes 
had a hollow ring. The element of hysteria suggested a need of relief 
from tension. 

D'Arcy said, "Apparently the poll (to expel) wasn't a poll of the 
party at all. It was a kind of opinion poll, because apparentlv we're 

not expelled but we’re charged!" 
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Kraus then read a copy of a letter that had sent 

to the EC, but the branch showed no interest in it. (I have always assumed 
that was some sort of ally of the branch but they appear to regard 

her with complete contempt. Li ly Lestor was particularly hostile. Is 
this some kind of punishment for having dared to criticise them 

for their undemocratic behaviour?) 


D'Arcy returned to the general attack on the Party at large saying, 
"What you've got is this nepotism. A kind of university maf^^reviewing 
each other’s books and this sort of thing." He criticised s book 

on Morris, particularly on some point about the attitude of Morris to the 
capture of political power. 

Hardy said that Morris had been a reformist for most of his life. 

The book by Bill Knox on James Maxton came up and D'Arcy said that 
it was so bad that in reviewing it, Hardy had been unable to recognise that 
it had been written by a party member. He returned to what he called the 
■primitive communists of Glasgow," saying they had only been annoyed 
because Knox failed to mention the Party in it, thereby missing the serious 
and more important criticisms that could be made against the book. (5s I 
understand it, Glasgow Branch questioned the description of Maxton as a 
socialist, etc.) 

The time was approaching 8pm and the meeting was ending. As if to 
summarise the situation Laurie Franks said, "What we've all learned to 
recognise is that the Party was ahead of its time, and if we couldn't think 
tbtat socialist ideas would emerge again it would be very depressing - but 
these members have cause its premature demise." (He seemed to be saying 
that 'these members' who have moved against Camden and North West London, 
in doing so had brought the socialist movement to an end, and that it would 
be very depressing to think that one day socialist ideas wouldn't re-emerge., 

D'Arcy said that the Party had taken on too much. It should have 
continued to be British in the local sense, that is, concentrating on the 
realistic task of explaining to workers in Britain the effects of Capitalism 
"They take on too many subjects," he said. As examples he gave the 'green' 
issues, poverty in Africa etc. 


These last remarks by Laurie Franks and J. D'Arcy seemed to be 
uttered as epitaphs to a dead movement. With them gone, socialism had 
ended. The meeting broke up and I left. 


Reported by P. Lawrence. 



























